PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Mont r eux Condomni ni um Associ ati on
DOCKET NO.: 03-27512.001-R-2 through 03-27512.022-R-2
PARCEL NO.: See Page 4

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board (PTAB)
are Montreux Condom nium Association, the appellant, by attorney
Melissa K. Wiitley of Marino & Associates in Chicago, and the
Cook County Board of Revi ew.

The subject property consists of a four-year-old, 22 wunit,
condom ni um bui Il ding situated on an 8,590 square foot parcel and
| ocated in West Chi cago Townshi p, Cook County.

The appellant, through counsel, submtted evidence before the
PTAB argui ng overval uation based on the recent sale of five of
the subject's 22 wunits, full and/or partial vacancy of three
units and exterior obsol escence. |In support of these clains, the
appellant's attorney submtted a brief disclosing the total
purchase price for the five units sold to be $1,779, 600. The
appel lant's attorney then deducted a personal property allocation
of $266,940, reflecting an adjusted sal es anmount of $1,512, 660.
The appellant's attorney extended the adjusted sales figure by
applying the total of the percentages of ownership of the five
units sold, or 23.09% to conclude a total market value for the
subj ect of $6, 551, 148. The Assessor's land market value of
$85,825 was then deducted reflecting a nmarket value for the
i nprovenent of $6,465,323. The appellant's attorney then applied
a 91% occupancy factor to the inprovenent value due to the
partial /full vacancy of three of the condo units in 2003 which
resulted in a market value of $5,883, 444. Addi ng back the
Assessor's | and mar ket val ue of $85,825 resulted in a total value
for the subject of $5,969, 269. The appellant also submtted
copies of the settlenent statenments for the five condo sales, a

(Conti nued on Next Page)

Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax
Appeal Board hereby finds no change in the assessnent of the
property as established by the Cook County Board of Review is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

LAND: See Page 4
| MPR. : See Page 4
TOTAL: See Page 4
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copy of a vacancy/occupancy affidavit as well as two additiona
affidavits. In addition, a copy of the board of reviews
deci sion disclosing the subject's total conbined final assessnent
of $784,923 for 2003 was provided.

Furthernore, the appellant's attorney submtted a conparison of
the nedian ampbunt of real estate taxes paid by the subject's
Property Omers/unit in 2003 in conparison to seven other class
2-99 properties with the same nei ghborhood code as the subject.
The nedian tax bill per wunit for the subject property was
$5, 650. 96, whereas, the seven other tax bills ranged from
$2,780.21 to $4,820.12 per unit.

Finally, the appellant's attorney argued that the subject, which
is located in a busy industrial area, has been suffering from
external obsolescence due to the followng: extrenme traffic
congestion; being located adjacent to a taxicab repair facility
which often blocks streets and causes congestion; and the
streets/sidewal ks in the area are in a condition of disrepair.

Based on this evidence, the appellant requested a reduction in
the subject's total assessnent to $596,927, which reflects a
mar ket value of $5,969,269 when wutilizing a 10% |evel of
assessnment.

The board of review submtted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal " disclosing the subject's total conbined final assessnent
of $784, 923. The assessnment reflects a market value of
$7,748,500 when the 2003 IIllinois Departnment of Revenue's three-
year median |evel of assessnment of 10.13% for C ass 2 property,
such as the subject, is applied. The board of review also
submtted a nmeno from Matt Panush, Cook County Board of Review
Anal yst . M. Panush's sales analysis used 15 sales within the
subj ect's building which occurred between May 2000 and Decenber
2002 for prices ranging from $318,000 to $397,500. Tot al
consi deration from the 15 sales was $5, 438, 163. O that anopunt
$45, 000, or $3,000 per unit, was deducted for personal property.
Thus, the total adjusted sales anmount was $5, 393, 163. The
board's analyst then extended the adjusted sales figure by
applying the total of the percentages of ownership of the units
which sold, or 68.13% to conclude a total market value for the
subj ect of $7,915, 988. Each wunits percentage of ownership
interest is then applied to the estimated total market value of
the subject to determ ne the individual value for each unit. The
board of review also submtted a nunber of prior PTAB decisions
relating to both individual condomnium units as well as
condom ni um bui | di ngs. Finally, an unsigned neno from Mark D.
Crotty disclosing 19 sales which occurred between 2000 and 2002
wWthin the subject's building along with the sale prices and
percent ages of ownership for each unit was al so provided. Based
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on the evidence presented, the board of review requested
confirmation of the subject's assessnent.

After reviewng the record and considering the evidence, the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds that it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of this appeal.

The issue before the PTAB is the appellant's contention that the
subj ect property is overval ued. When overvaluation is clained,
the appellant has the burden of proving the value of the property
by a preponderance of the evidence. The Oficial Rules of the
Property Tax Appeal Board 81910.63(e) Proof of market value nmay
consist of an appraisal, a recent arnis length sale of the
subject property, recent sales of conparable properties, or
recent construction costs of the subject property. The Oficial
Rules of the Property Tax Appeal Board 81910.65(c) Havi ng
consi dered the evidence presented, the Board finds the appell ant
has failed to neet this burden.

In the instant appeal, the PTAB was provided wth sales
information by both parties. The PTAB finds the board of review
provided the nore conplete sales analysis to determne the
subject's market value. The Board also finds that it is clear
from the record and application of the board of reviews
nmet hodol ogy, wutilizing the sales of 15 of the 22 units in the
subject's building, the subject's fair market value was
det erm ned based on rel evant market data. On the other hand, the
Board finds that although the appellant used relevant market
sales and data, only five sales were used in the appellant's
anal ysi s. In addition, the Board finds the appellant did not
provide any evidence in support of its personal property
deducti on which appears to be sonewhat questionable. As to the
appellant's assertion that the subject's assessnent should be
debased by an occupancy factor of 91% the Board finds this
argunent unpersuasi ve. The Board finds the appellant did not
present evidence of what negative effect, if any, the vacancy
wthin the inprovenent has on the subject's market val ue.
Therefore, the Board accords the appellant's sales analysis |ess
wei ght . In conclusion, the board finds the market analysis
provided by the board of review supports the subject's
assessment .

Next, the appellant's attorney argued that the subject, which is
located in a busy industrial area, has been suffering from
external obsolescence due to the following: extrene traffic
congestion; being |ocated adjacent to a taxicab repair facility
whi ch causes street congestion; and the streets/sidewal ks in the
area are in a condition of disrepair. However, the Board finds
the appellant failed to provide any relevant market data or
evidence to suggest what inpact these clains have on the
subj ect's market val ue.
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Finally, the Board finds the appellant's equity argunment of
conparing tax dollars is w thout weight because of the variables
applied to individual tax assessnents such as Cook County tax
rates that nunmber in the thousands. The variables can either
decrease or increase tax dollars on a specific property.

Based on the evidence submtted, the PTAB finds that the
subj ect's assessnment as established by the board of review is
correct. Therefore, the PTAB finds that reduction in the
subj ect's assessnent is not warranted.

Docket No. Par cel No. Land | mprv. Tot al
03-27512.001-R-2 17-08-218-030-1001 $ 608 $34,164 $34,772

03-27512.002-R-2 17-08-218-030-1002 $ 640  $35,937 $36,577

03-27512.003-R-2 17-08-218-030-1003 $ 644  $36,169 $36, 813

03-27512.004-R-2 17-08-218-030-1004 $ 599 $33,624  $34, 223

03-27512.005-R-2 17-08-218-030-1005 $ 608 $34,164 $34,772

03-27512.006-R-2 17-08-218-030-1006 $ 640  $35,937 $36,577

03-27512.007-R-2 17-08-218-030-1007 $ 644  $36,169  $36,813

03-27512.008-R-2 17-08-218-030-1008 $ 599  $33,624  $34, 223

03-27512.009-R-2 17-08-218-030-1009 $ 608 $34,164 $34,772

03-27512.010-R-2 17-08-218-030-1010 $ 640  $35,937 $36,577

03-27512.011-R-2 17-08-218-030-1011 $ 644  $36,169  $36, 813

03-27512.012-R-2 17-08-218-030-1012 $ 599 $33,624  $34, 223

03-27512.013-R-2 17-08-218-030-1013 $ 608 $34,164 $34,772

03-27512.014-R-2 17-08-218-030-1014 $ 640  $35,937 $36,577

03-27512.015-R-2 17-08-218-030-1015 $ 644  $36,169  $36, 813

03-27512.016-R-2 17-08-218-030-1016 $ 599 $33,624  $34, 223

03-27512.017-R-2 17-08-218-030-1017 $ 608 $34,164 $34,772

03-27512.018-R-2 17-08-218-030-1018 $ 640 $35,937 $36,577

03-27512.019-R-2 17-08-218-030-1019 $ 644  $36,169  $36,813

03-27512.020-R-2 17-08-218-030-1020 $ 599  $33,624  $34, 223

03-27512.021-R-2 17-08-218-030-1021 $ 722  $40,565  $41, 287

03-27512.022-R-2 17-08-218-030-1022 $ 555  $31,156  $31,711

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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This is a final admnistrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal
Board which is subject to reviewin the CGrcuit Court or Appellate
Court under the provisions of the Adm nistrative Review Law (735

I LCS 5/3-101 et seq.) and section 16-195 of the Property Tax Code.
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DI SSENTI NG

CERTI FI CATI ON

As Clerk of the Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board and the keeper of
the Records thereof, | do hereby certify that the foregoing is a
true, full and conplete Final Admnistrative Decision of the

[Ilinois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

Date: January 25, 2008

@ﬁmﬂ&@

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board

| MPORTANT NOTI CE
Section 16-185 of the Property Tax Code provides in part:

"If the Property Tax Appeal Board renders a decision |owering the
assessnent of a particular parcel after the deadline for filing
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conplaints wth the Board of Review or after adjournnment of the
session of the Board of Review at which assessnents for the
subsequent year are being considered, the taxpayer may, within 30
days after the date of witten notice of the Property Tax Appeal
Board’ s decision, appeal the assessnent for the subsequent year
directly to the Property Tax Appeal Board."

In order to conply with the above provision, YOU MJUST FILE A
PETI TION AND EVI DENCE W TH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD W THI N
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLCOSED DECI SION I N ORDER TO APPEAL
THE ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPERTY FOR THE SUBSEQUENT YEAR.

Based upon the issuance of a |owered assessnent by the Property
Tax Appeal Board, the refund of paid property taxes is the
responsibility of vyour County Treasurer. Please contact that
office with any questions you nay have regarding the refund of
pai d property taxes.
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